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-- The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address -- 
Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE three MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1.136 (a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed after SIX (6) MONTHS from the 
mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. % 133). 

- Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status 

1)5(1 Responsive to communication(s) filed on Jun 30, 2003 

2a) □ This action is FINAL. 2b) 53 This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD, 1 1; 453 O.G. 213. 
Disposition of Claims 

4) 5(1 Claim(s) 1-44 is/are pending in the application. 


4a) Of the above, claim(s) 
5)D Ciaim(s) 


6) K Claim(s) 7-37 and 33-44 

7) 53 Claim(s)32 

8) □ Claims 


is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

is/are allowed. 

is/are rejected. 

is/are objected to. 


are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 


Application Papers 

9)D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)D The drawing(s) filed on is/are a) □ accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 
1 1 )□ The proposed drawing correction filed on is: a)D approved b)D disapproved by the Examiner 

If approved, corrected drawings are required in reply to this Office action. 

12) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. 
Priority under 35 U.S.C. §§ 119 and 120 

13) D Acknowledgement is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)D All b)D Some* c)D None of: 

1 . □ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. □ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 


3. □ Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 
application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
*See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 

14) D Acknowledgement is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(e). 
a)D The translation of the foreign language provisional application has been received. 

15) D Acknowledgement is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. §§ 120 and/or 121 . 
Attachment(s) 

1 ) □ Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 4) □ Interview Summary (PT0-41 3) Paper No(s). 

2) Q Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) 5) Q Notice of Informal Patent Application (PTO-1 52) 

3) [)(] Information Disclosure Statementfs} (PTO-1 449) Paper No(s). 8 Q) Q Other: 


U. S. Patent and Trademark Office 

PTO-326 (Rev. 04-01) 
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DETAILED ACTION 


Request for Continued Examination 


1 . The request filed on 6/30/03 for a Request for Continued Examination (RCE) under 37 
CFR 1.114 based on parent Application No. 09/414,307 is acceptable and a RCE has been 
established. An action on the RCE follows. 


2. Applicant's remarks filed on 5/30/03 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. The Applicants present arguments of which Ely and Cooper et al's references do not 
teach: A) a controller coupled to the video decoder coupled to the video decoder for 
conditioning the video decoder according to a parameter or a plurality of parameters 
representative of the selected one of the video signals; and B) a selector having a plurality of 
inputs and the video decoder coupled to an output of the selector. 

However, after careful scrutiny of the above references, the Examiner must respectively 
disagree, and maintain the grounds of rejection for the reasons that follow. 

In response to A), Ely disclose a controller (104) coupled to the video decoder (118) for 
conditioning the video decoder according to a plurality of parameters (command signals) 
representative of the selected one of the video signals (col. 9, lines 6-15). Further, as stated in the 
last final official rejection as Paper 4, in contrast to the Applicant's argument, since the claim 
limitation is broadly written, and interpreted as such, the Examiner considers command signals as 
meeting the recited claim limitation 'parameters'. 

Moreover, Cooper et al clearly disclose a controller (200) being coupled to the video 
decoder (233) for conditioning the video decoder according to a plurality of parameters (231a,b; 
280; 239; 260; 211-214) representative of the selected one of the video signals. 


Response to Remarks 
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In response to B), Ely already discloses a selector (1 12) having a plurality of inputs (120) 
and the video decoder (118) being coupled to an output (see corresponding arrows) of the 
selector (1 12 LAN). Further, Cooper et al discloses the video decoder (233) being coupled 
within the selector (200) (note: a selection of the video signals are performed by the controller. 
See abs.). Furthermore, the controller in Cooper et al is still considered the selector. 
Even though Cooper et al's video decoder is not coupled to an output of the selector to receive 
a selected video signal, it would have been considered an obvious feature for the video decoder to 
be coupled to a selector for receiving a selected video signal in order to decode the selected video 
signal. Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the relevant 
art employing an apparatus/method for receiving video signals from video cameras as taught by 
Cooper et al to simply change the location/position of the decoder such that the decoder 
is coupled to an output of the selector for receiving the selected video signal in order to decode 
the selected video signal. 

Moreover, the Applicant is reminded that the 35 USC § 103 rejections are based on 
combinations of references. Moreover, in response to applicant's arguments against the references 
individually, one cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the 
rejections are based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 
871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). 


3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S. C. 102 that form the 

basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United 
States before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent, or on an international application by another who 
has fulfilled the requirements of paragraphs (1 ), (2), and (4) of section 37 1 © of this title before the invention 
thereof by the applicant for patent. 


Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
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The changes made to 35 U.S. C. 102(e) by the American Inventors Protection Act of 1999 
(AIPA) do not apply to the examination of this application as the application being examined was 
not (1) filed on or after November 29, 2000, or (2) voluntarily published under 35 U.S. C. 122(b). 
Therefore, this application is examined under 35 U.S. C. 102(e) prior to the amendment by the 
AIPA(pre-AIPA 35 U.S.C. 102(e)). 

4. Claims 1-3, 10-12, and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Ely 
(5,982,418) as was previously set forth in the last Office action as Paper 4 as filed on 3/26/03. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth 
in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior 
art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was 
made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall 
not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 1-7, 10-18, 22-23, 26-31, 33-39, and 43-44 are rejected under 35 

U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Cooper et al (5,870,139) as was previously set forth 
in the last Office action as Paper 4 as filed on 3/26/03. 

7. Claims 8-9 and 24-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Cooper et al as applied to claims 1 and 10 above, respectively, and further in view of Vincent 
(5,436,659) as was previously set forth in the last Office action as Paper 4 as filed on 3/26/03. 

8. Claims 19-21 and 40-42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Cooper et al as applied to claims 10 and 26 above, respectively, and further in view of Holmes 
(4,167,021) as was previously set forth in the last Office action as Paper 4 as filed on 3/26/03. 

J 
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Allowable Subject Matter 


9. Claim 32 is objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim 26, but would be 
allowable: if claim 32 is rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base 
claim 26 and any intervening claims. Dependent claim 32 recite the novel features of: 

forming a predicted value for the parameter comprising the steps of; 
a) calculating a difference between prior value obtained for the parameter and a current value 


b) combining the difference with the current value. 

Accordingly, if the amendments are made to the claims listed above, and if rejected claims are 
canceled, the application would be placed in condition for allowance. 


10. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Shawn An whose telephone number (703) 305-0099 and 
schedule are Tuesday through Friday. 


obtained for the parameter; and 


Conclusion 



September 3, 2003 


